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Public  debates  in  Massachusetts 
and Rhode Island about the benefits 
and  costs  of  casino  gaming  sound 
a  lot  like  Connecticut  discussions 
in  the  early  1990s.    Given  the  con-
trasting,  often  strongly  held,  views 
on legalized gambling, this replay of 
the gaming wars is no surprise.  But 
one major difference is that, because 
Connecticut’s “got game,” neighbor-
ing states have more data to evaluate 






local	 crime	 and	 road	 traffic,	 reduce	
property	 values,	 substitute	 low-paid	
service	 positions	 for	 higher-paid	 fac-
tory	 jobs,	 and	 inflict	 personal	 harm	
on	 gambling	 addicts	 and	 their	 fami-




or	 worse,	 the	 lynchpin	 of	 the	 local	
economy.		In	Las	Vegas,	casinos	were 
the	local	economy	right	from	the	start.	 	
Neither	 model	 said	 much	 about	 the	
isolated,	woodsy	settings	of	Foxwoods	
and,	later,	the	Mohegan	Sun.	
	 Massachusetts	 and	 Rhode	 Island,	
however,	 are	 sufficiently	 similar	 to	
Connecticut	 to	 learn	 from	 the	 post-










financing	 public	 spending	 by	 lotter-
ies,**	 and	 churches,	 synagogues,	 and	
charities	have	long	raised	funds	from	
small-scale	 games	 of	 chance.	 	 	What	
was	new	about	the	casinos—Foxwoods	
in	1992	and	Mohegan	Sun	in	1996—
was	 the	 venue.	 The	 Mashantucket	
Pequots’	 reservation	 was	 located	 in	
Ledyard,	a	quiet	town	of	fewer	than	
15,000	 residents,	 and	 the	 Mohegans’	
reservation	was	in	the	neighboring	and	




destination	 resorts,	 employing	 more	
than	 20,000	 workers,	 offering	 more	














year,	 more	 than	 half	 again	 what	 the	
Connecticut	 Lottery	 turned	 over	 to	
the	General	Fund	in	FY07.		Foxwoods	
had	an	earlier	start	and	outpaced	the	
Mohegan	 Sun	 through	 FY03.	 	 But,	
since	FY05,	Foxwoods’	payments	have	






annual	 contribution	 is	 expected	 to	
decline	 another	 2.0%,	 from	 $201.4	
million	in	FY07	to	$197.3	million	in	
the	current	fiscal	year.			
	 The	 future	 size	 of	 this	 revenue	









On	 the	 last	 point,	 Foxwoods’	 closer	



























































































State’s Fiscal Jackpot has   
Neighbors Seeing Green
SOURCE: The Connecticut Economy using data from the CT Division of Special Revenueon	out-of-state	patrons	(about	half	vs.	
a	third)	might	make	it	more	vulnerable	
than	 Mohegan	 Sun	 to	 external	 com-
petition.		Indeed,	the	recent	declines	
in	 Foxwoods’	 payments	 to	 the	 State	
could	already	reflect	greater	sensitivity	
than	 Mohegan	 Sun	 to	 the	 introduc-
tion	of	slot	machines	at	Rhode	Island’s	
Lincoln	Park	(now	“Twin	River”).
	 The	 two	 casinos	 have	 provid-












palities	 through	 the	 Mashantucket	
Pequot	and	Mohegan	Fund.		Like	most	
creatures	 of	 the	 political	 process,	 the	
Fund’s	distribution	formula	is	neither	





	 In	 FY07,	 the	 Fund	 distributed	
roughly	$90.9	million—an	average	of	
about	 $538,000	 per	 town,	 but	 with	
considerable	variation.		For	both	total	
payments	and	payments	per	capita,	the	
table	 shows	 the	 top-25	 and	 bottom-
10	 towns.	 	Wealthy	Weston	 received	
just	 $18,202.	 	 Poorer	 (and	 much	
larger)	 New	 Haven,	 Hartford,	 and	





to	 distribute	 Connecticut’s	 gaming	
proceeds.
	 Per	 capita	 payments	 from	 the	
Fund	ranged	from	86	cents	(Westport)	
to	$268.13	(Preston).		Host	towns—
Montville	 ($126.59)	 and	 Ledyard	
($67.29)—ranked	 5th	 and	 12th	 in	
per	capita	payments.		But	some	of	the	
towns	 near	 the	 casinos	 did	 nearly	 as	
well	 or	 better.	 	 Besides	 top-ranking	
neighbor	 Preston,	 North	 Stonington	
ranked	 3rd	 ($168.64),	 New	 London	
6th	($102.79),	Norwich	10th	($68.96),	
and	Voluntown	($60.61)	lucky	13th.		




elegant,	 but	 is	 it	 in	 some	 sense	 fair?	 	
Economists	 tend	 to	 wisely	 run	 from	
such	 questions,	 knowing	 that	 “fair-
ness,”	 like	 beauty,	 is	 mostly	 in	 the	















common	 ground	 in	 their	 complaints	
about	 the	 decline	 in	 its	 size—down	
about	 $50	 million	 since	 2003,	 the	
result	of	legislative	decisions	about	how	






about	 how	 the	 royalties	 are	 shared	
between	towns	and	the	State.	
*MaryJane Lenon is an Associate Professor 
of  Economics  at  Providence  College.    Our 
thanks  go  to  Kathy  Rubinauer  at  the  CT 
Office  of  Policy  and  Management  for  her 
assistance with the data.




Regulation”	 by	 Raymond	 D.	 Sauer,	
Managerial and Decision Economics,	Vol.22,	
No.	1/3,	Jan-May,	2001,	pp.5-15.
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Total Payments
Rank Town Payments Town Per Capita
1 New Haven $10,619,837  Preston $268.13
2 Hartford 9,900,322  Somers 173.45
3 Bridgeport 9,567,311  North Stonington 168.64
4 Waterbury 4,713,130  Suffield 167.66
5 New Britain 3,546,406  Montville 126.59
6 Cheshire 2,742,895  New London 102.79
7 New London 2,690,543  Cheshire 94.27
8 Norwich 2,523,760  New Haven 85.10
9 Montville 2,482,677  Hartford 79.59
10 Suffield 2,465,268  Norwich 68.96
11 Enfield 2,180,266  Bridgeport 68.83
12 Groton 2,070,289  Ledyard 67.29
13 Middletown 1,935,208  Voluntown 60.61
14 Somers 1,886,563  Windham 56.55
15 Danbury 1,468,568  Chaplin 51.81
16 Hamden 1,446,086  Groton 50.05
17 Stamford 1,427,503  New Britain 49.77
18 Meriden 1,399,571  Enfield 47.98
19 Windham 1,329,175  Waterbury 43.68
20 Norwalk 1,321,765  Union 42.61
21 Preston 1,304,991  Middletown 40.79
22 Newtown 1,099,294  Newtown 40.72
23 Ledyard 1,020,922  Brooklyn 37.14
24 Manchester 923,675  Derby 31.40




160 Sharon 21,378  Trumbull 2.22
161 Canaan 20,888  Glastonbury 2.16
162 Bridgewater 20,736  Madison 2.16
163 Lyme 20,314  Avon 2.02
164 Warren 20,235  Weston 1.77
165 Washington 20,014  Wilton 1.32
166 Cornwall 19,957  Ridgefield 1.30
167 Roxbury 18,673  Darien 1.08
168 Salisbury 18,474  New Canaan 1.08
169 Weston 18,202  Westport 0.86
WHO BENEFITS?  PAYMENTS TO 
TOWNS FROM THE MASHANTUCkET 
PEqUOT AND MOHEGAN FUND (FY07)